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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

2. Claims 4-5, 7 & 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Kamiyama (US Patent Application No. 2002/0035326 A1). 

Claim 15: Kamiyama teaches a diagnostic imaging system (Abstract). Kamiyama 
teaches a control system to control the execution of operational items by the diagnostic 
imaging system (Page 4, Para 0044 & Figure 1 , Element 32). Kamiyama teaches a 
user interface (inherent as evidenced by Figure 1, Element 13 & 28; as disclosed user 
interaction with the system Page 6, Para 0070) coupled to the control system (Page 4, 
Para 0048). Kamiyama teaches the user interface including a scheduler module (Page 
4, Para 0051 & Figure 2, Element 326, 328 & 320) which generates an ordered 
selection [sequence editing] of operational items [processings] autonomously ordered 
by the scheduler module for execution under control of the control system (Page 4, Para 
0044, 0047 & 0048). Kamiyama teaches the ordered selection being generated by 
arranging the operational items in said ordered selection of operational items based on 
parameter [operational information/time information] settings of the operational items 
(Page 4, Para 0051 ). Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is configured 
to issue instructions [interacting/notifying] to the user prompted by the operational items 
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during the execution of the operational items (Page 5, Para 0067 & Page 4, Para 0041 
& 0053). Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module (Figure 2, Element 326, 
328 & 320) releases [read out] operational items to the execution list (Figure 2, Element 
324) according to the ordered selection (Page 4, Para 0049-0500) and provides 
progress information to the user interface during a diagnostic imaging session related to 
the way the execution of operational items is advancing in the diagnostic imaging 
session in progress (Page 4, Para 0048 & Figure 2, Element 28). Kamiyama teaches 
whiere the scheduler module support an editing mode [selectable] in which an operator 
can edit the autonomously ordered selection of operational items (Page 6, Para 0080 
and Page 7, Para 0098). 

Claim 4: Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is capable of releaseing 
operational items in dependence of successful completion of preceding operational 
items of the ordered selection (Page 4, Para 0049-0500). 

Claim 5: Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is provided with a memory 
(Page 4, Para 0046) in particular a database to store scan schedules (Figure 2, Element 
322) with a browser [window] (Page 7, Para 0091). 

Claim 7: Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is arranged to make 
available to the user interface a description of the operational item being released to the 
execution list (Page 4, Para 0049 & Page 5, Para 0062-0063; for example requests 
entry of an administration start signal). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 3, 8-9 & 1 2-1 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bis et al. (US Patent No. 6,493,571) and further in view of Kamiyama (US Patent 
Application No. 2002/0035326 A1). 

Claim 9 & 12: Bis teaches a magnetic resonance imaging system comprising a 
displaceable patient support (Col. 3, Line 42-47). Bis teaches wherein the control 
system is set up to displace the patient support among various imaging stations and 
conduct several different magnetic resonance imaging sequences at each individual 
imaging station [patient positions] (Abstract and Col. 1 , Line 15-28). The teachings of 
Bis is a the control system capable of grouping all image acquisition sequences to be 
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performed at each individual imaging station together and performing all image 
acquisition sequences to be performed at each individual imaging station together 
before the patient support is moved to a next station of the various imaging stations 
(Figure 8). 

Bis teaches a scheduler (Figure 8, Element 100) but fails to teach an 
automatically arrangeable one. However, Kamiyama teaches a control system to 
control the execution of operational items by the diagnostic imaging system (Page 4, 
Para 0044 & Figure 1 , Element 32). Kamiyama teaches a user interface (inherent as 
evidenced by Figure 1 , Element 13 & 28; as disclosed user interaction with the system 
Page 6, Para 0070) coupled to the control system (Page 4, Para 0048). Kamiyama 
teaches the user interface including a scheduler module (Page 4, Para 0051 & Figure 2, 
Element 326, 328 & 320) which generates an ordered selection [sequence editing] of 
operational items [processings] autonomously ordered by the scheduler module for 
execution under control of the control system (Page 4, Para 0044, 0047 & 0048). 
Kamiyama teaches the ordered selection being generated by arranging the operational 
items in said ordered selection of operational items based on parameter [operational 
information/time information] settings of the operational items (Page 4, Para 0051) in 
order to provide assistance to the operator (Page 1 , Para 003). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system 
of Bis to include the features as taught by Kamiyama in order to provide assistance to 
the operator (Page 1 , Para 003). 
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Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is arranged to issue an 
instruction to the user prompted by execution of an operational item (Page 4, Para 0048 
& 0053). Kamiyama fails to teach coils. However, Bis teaches such a feature (Claim 3) 
in order to obtain high resolution images (Col. 2, Line 49-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system 
of Kamiyama to include the coil (Claim 3) as taught by Bis in order to obtain 
high resolution images (Col. 2, Line 49-54). 

Claim 3: Kamiyama teaches wherein the control system controls the execution of 
operational items on the basis of an execution list (Page 4, Para 0044 & Figure 1 , 
Element 32) and scheduler (Figure 2, Element 326, 328 & 320) releases [read out] 
operational items according to the ordered selection (Page 4, Para 0049-0500). 
Claim 8: Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is arranged to provide 
progress information to the user interface, said progress information being related to the 
way the execution of operational items is advancing (Page 4, Para 0028). 
Claim 13: Kamiyama teaches wherein the scheduler module is arranged to issue an 
instruction [notification] to the user prompted by execution of an operational item calling 
for infusion of contrast agent (Claim 15). 

7. Claims 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kamiyama (US Patent Application No. 2002/0035326 A1) and further in view of Becker 
(US Patent No. 6,904,161). 
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Claim 10: Kamiyama fails to teach an MRI system. However Becker teaches wherein 
the diagnostic imaging system is a magnetic resonance imaging system as a known 
alternative within the imaging diagnostic art (Col. 1 , Line 20-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the system 
of Kamiyama to include the features as taught by Becker as a known alternative within 
the imaging diagnostic art (Col. 1 , Line 20-30). 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 09/23/201 1 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The Applicant submitted arguments that there is no fair suggestion of 
conducting several different magnetic resonance imaging sequences at each individual 
imaging station. Instead the Applicant argues Bis teaches only a single scan at each 
station. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. For example Bis lays out in Claim 9 
multiple scans at the same imaging station by performing a first and second scan 
sequence of the same body portion [imaging station]. Further the Examiner contends 
that the MRI can perform different types of MRI techniques (Col. 6, Line 62-63) and 
while Bis admits within his description he only mentions using one sequence; other 
imaging sequences can be implemented (Col. 9, Line 19-22). Bis also teaches imaging 
at the same imaging station at different orientations (Col. 7, Line 24) which Bis explains 
required different imaging parameters with changing an orientation and center of data 
acquisition (Col. 6, Line 35-40). The Examiner contends there is nothing within Bis that 
prevents the MRI from conducting several different MRI imaging sequences at each 
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individual imaging station. The Examiner would also point out that MR angiography that 
is disclosed in Bis is also the same procedure as disclosed by the Applicant (Page 2, 
Line 16-20). Thus the Examiner disagrees with MR angiography as being a feature that 
limits the device to single scans at each imaging station. 

The Applicant dismissed the combination of Bis and Kamiyama due to Kamiyama 
as not being related to MR. Kamiyama was not relied upon for teachings regarding MR. 
Within the art it is well understood that both MRI and ultrasound systems require a 
control interface or system. Kamiyama relates to Bis as both disclose details relating to 
their respective control interface and control system and the obvious teachings from the 
combination. 

The Applicant submitted arguments that Bis does not disclose or fairly suggest a 
scheduler to module to issue instructions to the user.. .including an instruction to the 
user prompted by execution of an operational item calling for applying a surface RF coil. 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Kamiyama was relied on for providing the 
instruction to the user and while the RF coils do not move relative to the MRI machine 
the coils move relative to the patient via the movable table. In Bis the coils are applied 
when the table is positioned relative to the posterior and anterior coils (Col. 5, Line 50- 
57). Thus Kamiyama teaches issuing instructions (Claim 15) to the user and Bis 
teaches applying the coils as an act that be instructed (Col. 5, Line 50-57). 

The Applicant submitted arguments that Kamiyama does not fairly suggest the 
wherein an operator can edit the autonomously ordered selection of operational items. 
The Applicant asserts that Figure 7 is for inspection only. The Examiner respectfully 
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disagrees as Kamiyama discloses the workflow [operational items] as selectable (Page 
6, Para 0800). Further Kamiyama describes how the workflow can be selected [edited] 
by the operator to enter a rehearsal function and certain activities are selected by the 
operator (Page 7, Para 0098). 

The rejection is deemed proper and is hereby maintained. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HELENE BOR whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2947. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 8:30am-6:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Long V. Le can be reached on (571)272-0823. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/H. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3768 



/LONG V. LE/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3768 



